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Editorial 
Twenty five volumes of “Science of Computer Programming” have now appeared. 
At the beginning, it was hoped program design could generate a sufficient body of 
scientific results so as to warrant the creation of a yet another journal. Happily, this 
hope has been fulfilled to a reasonable extent. The present anniversary volume 
epitomizes the remarkable work you did carry out, dear authors and readers. This 
juncture gives a nice opportunity to reflect on the future, viz., the next twenty-five 
volumes. 
Allow me to express here a few personal views. 
Regarding the scientific basis of our work, the interplay between programming, 
algebra and logic proved a success. We must now foster a similar synergy between 
programming and analysis. 
Indeed, imperative and concurrent programs can be viewed as dynamical systems. 
The latter ones also generate sets of sequences of state transformations; invariant 
predicates define invariant sets; Floyd termination functions are akin to Lyapunov 
stability functions; programs as well as dynamical systems use discrete time and 
continuous time; the qualitative analysis of programs and of dynamical systems is 
based on common paradigms, such as abstraction, refinement, and composition. This 
new intellectual synergy should help in establishing a common scientific ground for 
system design, from classical engineering to control theory to program design. As 
a matter of fact, the need of scientific cooperation with our colleagues in related 
disciplines is becoming more and more pressing. 
Scaling up remains a most challenging problem; nowadays, a global net- 
work amounts to a computer. As well known, scaling up is qualitative, not just 
quantitative. We must combine complementary views, e.g. dynamical, logical, 
and algebraic ones, at different abstraction levels, starting with a global view of 
the systems in which programs are to be inserted. This is why software design inter- 
acts with specification design; automata-based requirement analysis provides a 
good example. And as always, we should better bridge the gap between theory and 
practice. The development of convincing and exemplary case-studies remains thus 
at the hart of our work, and our journal will continue to welcome contributions 
in this direction. Last but not least, the integration of complementary views 
demands scientific liberalism: we must remain open to all relevant schools, without 
prejudice. 
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The use of computer support for the edition and publication of scientific journals is 
a hot topic. Our journal will pursue this approach as reasonably as possible. It is then 
tempting to think of a computer verification of proofs given in papers: this would 
strengthen the authors’ confidence in their results, . . and relieve referees. However, to 
be really attractive, a proof checker should help us in our own proof work, rather than 
drown us in a formal morass. Tools such as “Tex” and its derivatives are successful 
because they have been designed so as to match the classical rules of typesetting and 
typography. Similarly, a good “ProofTex” should operate at the level and in the style 
we use in designing proofs; this is very much a research topic since good proof design 
results from systematic abstraction, refinement and composition, as in the case of 
program design. It would be pleasant to see our journal at the forefront of this work. 
Clearly, the views above can be debated; what matters is the debate itself. At any 
rate, the future will essentially depend on you again, dear readers and authors. The 
editorial board is merely your servant. In the same spirit, senior researchers have the 
special responsibility of stimulating younger ones wisely; they should better remember 
their own intellectual youth, when the wilder state of program design fostered 
creativity. We all must take our computational intuitions well into account when 
working with logico-mathematical tools. The point is to marry science to imagination. 
Michel Sintzoff 
Editor-in-Chief 
